Time for ‘Great Debate’ on U.S.-Soviet Trade 


Eight major arguments are advanced in favor of increased 
East-West trade. They are all false. 


By ANTONY SUTTON 


In the June 16 issue of the liberal 
New Republic, Prof. Gregory Grossman 
of the University of California at Berk- 
cley noted the absence of a “Great 
Debate”’on U.S.-Soviet trade. Important 
issues, wrote Grossman, have not yet 
been publicly debated; for example, 
would Soviet debts to the U.S. be an ir- 
ritant to world peace? or an instrument of 
economic or political pressure? or do we 
perhaps have better use for our own 
resources? Related comments from Sen. 
Henry Jackson (D.-Wash.) and Rep. 
Richard Ichord (D.-Mo.) suggest that 
Soviet trade is not a partisan conserva- 
tive-liberal, or Republican-Democratic 
issue but a national concern with 
easily recognizable and potentially ser- 
ious implications for the future. 

This article briefly examines four cur- 
rent U.S.-Soviet deals (the Kama 
truck plant, computer sales, the Si- 
berian natural gas project and the grain 
deal) and then counters some assiduous- 
ly promoted but yet unquestioned fables 
which brought about these massive deals, 
and could be prime subjects for Gregory 
Grossman's “Great Debate.” 

° * . 


The Kama truck plant now under con- 
struction will be the largest manufacturer 
of heavy trucks in the world—100,- 
000 per year; ie., more output than all 
U.S. heavy truck manufacturers to- 
gether. For several years Moscow at- 
tempted without success to get Western 
firms (Ford, Mack, Renault, Daimler- 
Benz) to undertake the project from 
scratch on a turnkey basis. Finally the 
Soviets decided to “piece meal” Kama, 
and orders have been flowing into U.S. 
equipment manufacturers since last fall. 
A special Soviet buying office has been 
established in New York just for Kama 
purchases. 

First contacts were let in October 
1972 to Swindell-Dressler Co. for $15 
million of electric furnaces, and followed 
by a mouth-watering flood of orders: 

electrochemical machining equipment 
from La Salle Machine Tool, Inc. 
($500,000), Acme-Gridley multi- spindle 
automatic bar machines (59 at 
$2.6 million, supplementing an initial 
order for 220 at $11 million), heat 
treating furnace lines by Holcroft & Co. 
($10 million), automatic molding 
machines by Combustion Engineering, 
Inc. ($30 million), a factory for 
truck engine valves by a subsidiary of 
Eaton Corp. ($4.3 million), blast 
cleaning equipment from Carborundum 
Co. ($10 million); sand preparation 
equipment from National Engineering 
Co. ($15 million)—and much, much 


Apart from national security implica- 
tions, Kama could have a backlash on 
the U.S. domestic economy. In the late 
‘60s Fiat built a passenger auto 
plant, with U.S. equipment, at Volgo- 
grad to produce the Fiat 124. These Rus- 
sian Fiats (Laida 1200) are now ex- 
ported to Europe in competition with 
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The Kama River truck plant in the Soviet Union is slated to-be the largest manufacturer 
of heavy trucks in the world, thanks to the U.S. taxpayer in unwitting cooperation with 


well-meaning but short-sighted businessmen 


Italian domestically manutactured Fiats. 
One industry source commented about 
the Laida 1200, “This car is for all prac- 
tical purposes a Fiat, not a Moskvitch or 
a Skoda. Fiat parts fit it.” So Fiat 
stockholders will lose earnings and Fiat 
workers will be displaced by the Russian 
Fiats. This kind of situation will not af- 
fect the shareholders and workers of the 
U.S. companies supplying equipment for 
Kama, but the lost jobs at Ford, Gen- 
eral Motors, White, Mack and other 
heavy truck manufacturers explain the 
long-time AFL-CIO stand against trade 
with the Soviet Union. The trade unions 
know what to expect so far as their mem- 
bers’ jobs are concerned. 


* * * 


The most important aspect of a com- 
puter to hold in mind when U.S.-So- 
viet trade is discussed is that no com- 
puter can distinguish between civilian 
and military problems. Basically mili- 
tary and civilian computers are the same. 
It all depends on the intent of the owner, 
what kind of problem he wants to solve. 
There is no way to provide foolproof 
safeguards against “mis-use.” 

In early July 1973 Prof. Allen Reiter, 
head of the computer science department 
at - Israel Institute of Technology, 
Stated: 


“The Russians know nothing about 
modern computer technology. The whole 
basis of third-generation computers, 
in use in the West for 10 years, is un- 
familiar to them.” 


Prof. Judy of the University of To- 
ronto in his study of Soviet computers 
could find no evidence of Soviet origin 
computer technology. The author of his 
own studies of Western technology in 
the Soviet Union also found no evidence 
of Soviet computer technology 


Where did the Soviets obtain their 
computer technology? From the West. 
Primarily from European subsidiaries of 
U.S. firms, or more recently direct sales 
from the U.S. The Soviets are present- 
ly producing IBM system 360 com- 
puters. Control Date Corp. recently 
signed an agreement for the Soviets to 
produce a“super-computer.”° CDC Presi- 
dent W.C. Norris averred in 1969 

“Lf we don’t increase our contacts with 
these countries (i... Communist 
countries) I can't imagine how we will 
ever peacefully resolve our differences. 
Furthermore, if we don't liberalize the 
rules and sell them more technically 
based products such as computers, the 
Japanese, French and British will, and 
the U.S. will lose a big market.” 
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Mr. Norris managed to squeeze three 
unsupportable statements into one short 
paragraph (discussed below as “Fables 
of U.S.-Soviet Trade”’). 

Related to the Kama and computer 
deals is President Nixon's recent authori- 
zation to extend Export-Import Bank 
financing for Soviet purchases. The Ad- 
ministration claimed this extension was 
justified by Soviet settlement of Lend- 
Lease. The Lend-Lease settlement sug- 
gests slight justification for credits to the 
USSR — in fact, it suggests we had best 
keep away from Soviet business before 
we lose our shirts. 


During World War II the U.S. shipped 
$11.1 billion of goods to Russia, of 
which about one-third was industrial 
equipment. This bill was settled by the 
Nixon Administration for $722 mil- 
lion (including principle and interest) 
to be paid in installments between now 
and 2001. In other words. depending on 
what interest rate you use, the Soviets 
settled for a few pennies on the dollar. 


Will they pay even the $722 million? 
We have a guide in the rarely 


” 


Given this background, the Admini- 
stration still went ahead with Export- 
Import loans and has allowed massive 
loans for Kama equipment. The initial 
Kama Ex-Im loan signed April 1973 
was for $86.5 million. The interest 
rate for the Soviets is 6 per cent—and 
who in the United States can get loans at 
6 per cent? The Chase Manhattan pro- 
vided matching loans for $192 million. 

(Hold in mind that while these loans 
are being negotiated the Soviets are not 
only supplying the North Vietnamese 
who are carving out a revolutionary en- 
clave in South Vietnam but also the 
Khmer Rouge in Cambodia.) 


Why do we want to go to Siberia for 
gas wecan get in Texas? 
The Administration asserts that we 


need Siberian gas because domestic sup- 
plies are “running out" and the 
energy “crisis” appears to support this 
assertion. But government agencies con- 
trol wellhead prices for natural gas. His- 
torically, these prices have been set 
well below full producer costs (and so 
incentives for further development) 
under the illusion of aiding the consumer. 
Without incentives there was no natural 
gas development. Therefore we now 
have a shortage. It’s a government-spon- 
sored shortage. In fact, known reserves 
of natural gas in the United States are 
twice as large as those already developed 
and consumed. Solving the natural gas 
crisis only requires the bureaucrats and 
the politicians to move over and let 
private industry get on with the job. 
Then, of course, the argument for Si- 
berian natural gas will evaporate. 


More surprisingly for an Administra- 
tion which so consistently pleads national 
security as a reason for action, there is a 
very real national security problem with 
Siberian gas. We sell the Soviets our in- 
dustrial technology. We install facilities 
to develop their raw materials which we 
take in exchange for our products. OK, 
but what happens if détente turns to 
crisis? What happens if the Soviets get 
peeved about American Jews complain- 
ing about Russian Jews? Simple! The 
Soviets close off the gas valves and 
Uncle Sam is left high and dry without 
gas. 

Now look at the other side of the pic- 
ture. Can we close off our technology ex- 
ports to the USSR? No. The equipment 
is already installed, on it, with 
U.S. Ex-Im loans and guarantees (and 
probably unpaid for). So the Soviets 
get the technology and we get a debt 
subsidized and guaranteed by the tax- 


grounds, on national securit 
grounds 


and 


Senator Jennings Randolph of 
West Virginia has revealed that the 
Nixon Administration is even prepared 
to commit the U.S. to buy $45 billion 
of Russian natural gas “at a price four 
to six times” higher than domestic nat- 
ural gas. Breathtaking as this informa- 
tion is, the proposal is now moving to 
fruition. 


One project will be through Armand 
Hammer's Occidental Petroleum and an- 
other by a consortium of Tenneco, Texas 
Eastern Transmission Corp. and Brown 
& Root.Given Armand Hammer's long- 
time association with the Soviets 
(Human Events, July 21, 1973 
One fact not mentioned in the article was 
that Armand Hammer was once secre- 
tary and a director of a Soviet mixed 
company), it is surprising that Con- 
gress has not stepped in to call a halt. 


* * * 


Once upon a time at the turn of the 
century Russia was the world’s largest 
grain producer and the world’s largest 
grain exporter, The Russian climate 
hasn't changed since 1900, but the eco- 
nomic system has changed. Success 
under free enterprise has turned to fail- 
ure under Socialist planning. 

In 1922 American relief wheat ship- 
ments were sent to Russia. More ship- 
ments were sent to relieve the famines of 
the carly ‘30s. Again under Lend-Lease 
and in 1946 UNRRA wheat was 
sent to relieve another famine. 


con the US. taxpa 
lion in subsidies 
(1964) the Soviets start 


r about $100 mil- 
next year 
to stoke 


up the war in Vietnam with their sup- 
pe dag pele 

Today the Soviets once again need 
wheat and Agriculture Secretary Earl 


Butz has stated that only the U.S. can 
supply the massive quantities required. 
The Administration has promoted the 

i grain deal in history: $750 mil- 
lion over three years—wheat, corn, 
grain sorghum, barley and oats. Credit 
was advanced through the Department 
of Agriculture at 6% per cent (once 
again far less than commercial rates) 
at a contract price of $1.65 per bushel 
(current price $3.37) for wheat and 
$1.35 per bushel (current price 
$2.89) for corn. 

Result? We bailed the Soviets out of 
their crisis. Then, true to form, the So- 
viets repeated their 1964 double-cross 
and began moving wheat to North Viet- 
nam through the Chinese port of Ch’in- 
Cho 


are suspect. While the Russians were 
buying wheat through private grain deal- 
ers, the Agriculture Department was in- 
creasing the wheat export subsidy to 
encourage wheat exports. In other 
words, not untypically, the Wash- 
ington bureaucrats were following an ir- 
rational policy. Before the agreement the 
wheat export subsidy was a mere I¢ a 
bushel. By August 23, 1972, it was 
38¢ and then moved to 47¢ a bushel. 

About one-half the shipments quali- 
fied for the highest rate of 47¢. In brief, 
the U.S. taxpayer has contributed $200 
million or more to the grain export com- 
panies so they could export low-priced 
subsidized wheat to the Soviet Union. In 
addition, there are charges that data 
have been suppressed, that some offi- 
cials are in conflict of interest, that fed- 
eral reports have been withheld, that 
President Nixon himself ordered the 
concessions as a re-election aid. 

The cost to the American taxpayer 
still has to be totalled. In addition to 
the original wheat growing subsidies 
there is a wheat export subsidy and ship- 
ping subsidies—perhaps $1 billion 
total. Then we have the increased costs 
of bakery and other food products due to 
sudden restriction in grain supply. One 
firm, American Bakeries, estimated 
the deal added $10 million annually to 
its costs and these have to be passed 
along to the consumer. 


The American farmer fumed because 
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the possibility of default such as Gunale 
endured in 1969. The Soviets agreed to 
buy nine million metric tons of Canadian 
wheat over three years. After delivery of 
5.2 million tons the Soviets defaulted. At 
the time Canadian loss was estimated up 
to $200-300 million. 


Then we have to consider the conflict- 
of-interest charges. In April 1972 
Assistant Secretary for International Af- 
fairs in the Agriculture Department 
Clarence Palmby was in Moscow talkin: 
wheat with the Russians. In June 197 
Palmby left the Department of Agricul- 
ture and became vice president of 
Continental Grain Co. On July 8 the 
grain deal was announced and Continental 
Grain Co, ended up with 47 per cent of 
the 400-million-bushel sale. 

In July of this year the Commodity 
Exchange Authority charged that Con- 
tinental Grain “deliberately filed mis- 
leading reports...to keep its part in 
the $1-billion Soviet grain deal a secret 
from competitors.”” Evidence was turned 
over by CEA to the Department of Jus- 
tice last year but the department de- 
cided not to press criminal action; Sen. 
Jackson has ordered his staff to find out 
“why criminal actions were not taken.” 

In sum, the wheat deal looks like 
another boondoggle with a net loss to 
everyone in the U.S. except a few private 
grain companies. The Russian people 
have not been told about the deal, so 
it’s not going to make us any friends in 
Russia. 

On the other hand, the deal is well 
worth the price if Congress would but 
learn the key lesson: These politicized 
deals always end up burning the tax- 
payer and benefiting only the few on the 
inside, The only kind of Russian grain 
deal we should entertain is free market 
grain sold by private firms, without gov- 
ernment intervention or assistance, for 
Soviet gold, cash on the barrelhead. 


* * * 


These deals suggest all is not 
well with U.S.-Soviet trade and indeed, 
given the misinformation in circulation 
we can expect little more than unwel- 
come surprises. Let’s look at some of the 
misinformation: 

One: "trade leads to peace” 

There is no substantive evidence that 
trade necessarily leads to peace. A 
world at peace will surely increase mu- 
tual trade, but that’s not the same story. 
In 1918 the cliché was “civilize the 
Bolsheviks” with trade, today the 
cliché is “peace through world trade.” 
On the other hand we have traded with 
the Soviets since 1919, and got involved 
in two wars where the other side was 
armed with Soviet weapons produced by a 
military-industrial complex largely built 
by Western firms wu the label of 
“peaceful trade.” 

Two: “the Soviets are mellowing “ 

Again this is a 50-year-old cliché. To 
this time no substantive evidence has 
been produced to support the claim. 
Indeed, the evidence goes the other way. 
Wining and dining, soft words and ex- 
pressions of good fellowship do not sug- 
gest change of Soviet intent. The key is 
whether the Soviets have decided to aban- 
don totalitarianism. 

The 1970 case of Soviet seaman Si- 
mas Kudirka demonstrates both Soviet 
intent and the spinelessness of U.S. 
policy. Kudirka wished to leave the 
Soviet Union. When the Soviet ship 
Sovyetskaya Litva was in U.S. terri- 


torial waters Kudirka jumped on board 
the U.S. Coast Guard vessel Vigilant 
and requested asylum. After extensive 
communications with Washington the 


Kudirka, beat him and forcibly remove 
him to the Sovyetskaya Litva. 

The American action was direct fla- 
grant contravention of Paragraph 33 of 
the Geneva Convention. Kudirka was 
subsequently sentenced by the Soviets 
to “ten-year labor in a strict regime camp 
with confiscation of personal property.” 
The property amounted to a mere 700 
rubles and was later seized by the So- 
viet State. At the moment Kudirka’s rel- 
atives are bravely resisting Soviet at- 
tempts to have Kudirka declared mental- 
ly incompetent and so provide a rationale 
to transfer him to a Psychiatric hospital. 
Probably no other recent demon- 
strates Soviet brutal intent and the boot- 
licking response of a once proud United 
States. 

Congressman Ichord recently  pro- 
vided an answer to the basic question at 
issue. . the Soviet Union is still a na- 
tion which allows no freedon of press, 
no freedom of assembly, no treedom of 
religion, no freedom to emigrate to 
another country.” In other words, there 
is no mellowing, and this is a position 
we are in after 50 years of U.S.-Soviet 
trade. 

Three: “if we do not sell to the 
Russians, they will get it elsewhere” 

We spend $80 billion annuaily 
against external threats, and presumably 
therefore we have some strategic prob- 
lem with the USSR. Consequently, our 
relations must be based on principle, not 
expediency. National security cannot 
be subordinated to political pull or com- 
mercial profit. The tactic, “they will 
get it elsewhere,” was first used by a 
few American businessmen in 1918 to 
get Woodrow Wilson to relax a trade em- 
bargo. So long as we have a defense 
problem, the only acceptable policy is to 
convince our allies that our trade is 
backfiring and subsidizes Soviet military 
capability. 

‘our: “trade has no effect on Soviet 
military capability” 

On the contrary, the U.S. and its al- 
lies have built the Soviet military-in- 
dustrial complex to a very significant ex- 
tent and continue to subsidize it. A 
forthcoming book from Arlington House, 
National Suicide: Military Aid to the 
Soviet Union, will outline the 50-year 
story. 

Five: “those against trade are ex- 
tremists and/or screwballs and/or war- 
mongers” 

This is the tactic of outright despair. 
It demonstrates that the speaker has run 
out of rational arguments and hard facts. 
A thorough examination of the evidence 
—all the evidence—not just selections 
—will uncovgr a powerful case against 
Soviet trade. The writer considers that 
the argument against trade by far over- 
whelms the arguments for trade, at this 
time. 

Six: “admittedly the Russians want 
our technology, but this assistance is 
marginal; they could do it themselves if 
they wanted" 

Then why don’t they go ahead and do 
it? 

Because if you make a precise detailed 
technical examination of Russian plants 
and processes, one by one, from 1917 to 
1973, you find almost complete tech- 
nical dependence on the West. For ex- 
ample, you take each Soviet truck plant 
in turn, idemify its equipment and pro- 
cesses, and check the technical attributes 
of each Russian model against Western 
models. The marginal assistance argu- 
ment then collapses. 

In any event, any college economics 
text demonstrates that “the sum of 
the margins is the total.” 


Soviet innovation is limited to dupli- 
cation and“ scaling up.” Their really suc- 


The Russians are like most other peo- 
ple in this world of ours: intelligent, 
proud and capable. Sooner or later the 
Soviets will resent their status as a tech- 
nical colony of the United States. The 
most important single factor that in- 
hibits Russian technical 


self-appointed Soviet rulers (to main- 
tain their political power) and those 
few American businessmen who would 
rather see Russia a captive market than 
a strong competitor. 

Light: “mutual interdependence will 
bring world peace” 

This collectivist cliché omits a basic 
historical truth: That statist systems are 
the most likely to get involved in conflict. 
The laissez-faire 19th Century was far 
more peaceful than the statist 20th Cen- 
tury. Consequently, mutual interdepen- 
dence with statist systems will lead, 
first, to erosion of our constitutional free- 
doms (as we try to appease totalitarian 
rulers) and second, to the possibility 
of being drawn into a statist war. The 
“Brezhnev doctrine” is explicit. The 
Kremlin reserves the absolute right to in- 
tervene in any Socialist state. How do 
you derive peaceful intent from that kind 
of assertion? 

Unfortunately, these totalitarian po- 
litical systems are quite acceptable to a 
few international businessmen because 
state monopsonistic buying programs 
dovetail the marketing ives of 
some supra-national corporate giants. 
Under Hitler it was Oil 
hooked up to 1.G. Farben in Jasco. (I. 
G. Farben was one of Hitler’s financiers.) 
Under Brezhnev it is Occidental Petrol- 
eum hooked up to Amtorg. Armand 
Hammer, the president of Occidental 
Petroleum, was the subject of an article 
in Human Events (July 21, 1973). 
Then the Wall Street Journal reported 
(July 27) that Armand Hammer con- 
tributed $46,000 to the Committee to 
Re-elect the President. You don’t even 
have to be suspicious to wonder what is 
going on. 

There is only one road to peace. To 
move towards a world of voluntary so- 
cieties, each demonstrating by word and 
deed an unyielding and relentless protec- 
tion of individual rights. The enemies of 
individual liberty cannot achieve a world 
at peace. Neither can a world at peace 
be achieved by subsidizing the terroriza- 
tion of Russian intellectuals, would-be- 
emigrants and the Russian faithful of all 
religions. And when Washington policy- 
makers brush aside these inhuman ac- 
tivities they are not aiding the cause of 
peace. Finally, we cannot achieve a 
world at peace when foreign economic 
policy is covertly influenced by the am- 
bitions of a mere handful of amoral busi- 
nessmen. 


* ve * 


To conclude: this Administration— 
and specifically Henry Kissinger— 
has been less than forthright in release of 
full information about U.S.-Soviet deal- 
ings. But enough data is available to 
assert that U.S.-Soviet trade—as pres- 
ently conducted—is a one-way blind 
alley. 

The Soviets get the benefits, a few in- 
ternationalist operators (such as Ar- 
mand Hammer and Cyrus Eaton) get 
the cream of the order-book action, and 
the weary American taxpayer is ex- 
pected to contribute the subsidies and 
the credits (at 6 per cent, yet) and 
then guarantee the losses. So we may 
find that when the “Great Debate” 
takes place, support for trade with the 
Soviet Union will join beef and soybeans 
to become another scarce commodity. 
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Press Conference a Plus 


Agnew Must Avoid 
Ducking Behind Constitution 


Vice President Spiro Agnew’s impres- 
sive performance before the news media 
last week was warmly welcomed by his 
supporters, who are fervently hoping he 
can establish his innocence and remain a 
contender for the 1976 Republican nomi- 
nation. Whether he can survive this very 
serious personal and political crisis is 
not at all clear, but his face-to-face meet- 
ing with the press within 48 hours after 
the newspapers carried front-page head- 
lines that he had been accused of receiving 
illegal kickbacks is seen by friend and 
foe alike as a large political plus for the 
Vice President 


The Washington Star-News, which 
was encouraging Nixon to scrub Agnew 
from the ticket in 1972, was constrained 
to say that “. . .[W]Je cannot refrain from 
congratulating the Vice President for 
his courage and good sense in holding a 
press conference. . . [A] press conference 
for-a public figure who is under criminal 
investigation is never a pleasant thing 
and, given the background of Water- 
gate, this is doubly so. Yet Agnew’s de- 
cision to meet with the press was the 
tight one, and one in character with the 
Vice President's forthright reputation.” 

The New York Times, hardly a pro- 
Agnew organ, also gave a highly favor- 
able review of the Vice President's press 
conference, contrasting his conduct with 
that of President Nixon's over the past 
five months. The President, noted the 
Times, has not held a news conference 
since the Watergate crisis began to 
mushroom in mid-March (though he 
may hold one this week), while his oral 
statements about the case have been 
either “cryptic or deprecatory,”’ some- 
times raising more questions than they 
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The Vice President made « strong defense of his position at last week's Washington 
news conference. during which he pulled no punches 


Nixon intimates, according to the 
Times’ R.W. Apple, have explained this 
conduct by saying that he seldom knew 
where the accusations were coming from. 
In addition, they have said his legal 
and constitutional problems are complex. 
But Agnew, Apple observed, is sim- 
ilarly situated. Deciding that he would 
not be “skewered” by the media through 
unnamed sources close to the investiga- 
tion, Agnew, said Apple, replied to 
“most questions unambiguously.” 


And, indeed, he did. He labeled all 
leaks in the press charging him with 
wrongdoing as “scurrilous” and “mali- 
cious.” Had he ever taken $1,000-a- 
week kickbacks from government con- 
tractors? “Damned lies,” said Agnew. Did 
he ever have a political slush fund fi- 
nanced by Baltimore County contrac- 
tors? “Never.” Had he ever received money 
for his personal use from any person, 
contractor or company doing business 
with the state of Maryland or with the 
federal government? “Absolutely not,” 
Agnew declared. 


Agnew, as Apple remarked, 
demonstrated that he knows the 
importance to journalists of sym- 
bols as well as substance. 
he was asked whether he would 
make public the U.S. attorney's 
letter in which he had been in- 
formed he was under investiga- 
tion—a question he had obvious- 
ly not anticipated—he 
slightly , then replied, “Why not?” 


Nor did he “bob and weave,” in Ap- 
ple’s phrase, when he was asked if con- 
tractors in the state of Maryland had 
contributed to his gubernatorial or vice 
presidential campaigns. With character- 
istic bluntness, Agnew said that he sus- 
pected this was the case, for “anyone 
that has been around the political 
scene in the United States who would 
expect that campaign contributions don't 
come from contractors doing business 
with state and federal government is 
quite naive.” 


There were other refreshing aspects of 
the Agnew news conference. When there 
was rumor that he was trying to impede 
the U.S. attorney's investigation, Agnew 
said that he dispatched his own counsel, 
Judah Best, to the prosecutor to notify 
him that “in no way” would the Vice 
President attempt to impede the investi- 
gation. 


Asked whether he or his attorneys 
had made any attempt—or would make 
any attempt—to obtain FBI or Justice 
Department files in connection with the 
investigation, Agnew responded: “I 
don’t think so. I don't think that we 
would—I would not encourage the use 
of any kind of approach to this case that 
would allow me orivileges not readily 
available to any person under investiga- 
tion.” 

Agnew also explained that as both 
governor and Vice President he has re- 
ceived outside income from “mutual funds 
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that are in a blind trust” and “from 
stock investments that didn't relate to the 
state of Maryland when I was governor. 
But all these things have been reported 
in my income taxes and, incidentally, 
I might add that my income taxes have 
been professionally prepared by a large 
accounting organization since 1967. And 
of course, that’s the date that begins 
this investigation."’ While he did make 
about $35,000 from the sales of Agnew 
T-shirts and watches, said Agnew, all 
the profits went to charity. 

Agnew, in short, exuded frankness 
and innocence. “To reporters at the 
news conference or watching television,” 
said Apple, “Mr. Agnew seemed in com- 
plete control of the situation—relaxed 
after a bit of initial nervousness, direct, 
unpretentious and self-confident.” 


Despite the Vice President's hurrahs 
in the press plus a mountain of favorable 
mail, he is by no means out of the 
woods. The mere fact that he has been 
notified by the U.S. attorney in Balti- 
more—Rockefeller Republican George 
Beall, brother of Republican Sen. J. 
Glenn Beall—that he is under inves- 
tigation for violation of various criminal 
codes poses serious problems for the 


Vice President. 
The letter of notification—cleared 


(Continued on page 6) 
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